>ports the conclusions that exposure to ETS may have an effect lung function in nonsmoking adults. The French Cooperative idy surveyed more than 7,800 adult residents of seven cities in ince in 1975 and found 1,675 were true nonsmokers. In men i women over 40, nonsmokers of either sex who had a spouse o smoked had a significantly lower FEF25-75% than those living ;h a nonsmoker. These differences were not explained by social sa, educational level, air pollution, or family size. Among the men, there was also a significant difference in FEVi and a dose ect was seen with the amount smoked by their husbands. These Ferences, only apparent in persons over 40, were small and were covered only following detailed examination of the data after ; population had been stratified by age.
Two other cross-sectional studies involving adult women have md an effect of exposure to ETS on lung function. In a study 220 married women aged 25 to 69 years from five U.S. cities, luffmann and coworkers (1986) reported that standardized resid-1s for FEVi and FEVi/FVC* for the group identified as pas-•e smokers were intermediate between the results of nonsmokers d current smokers. In a study of 163 nonsmoking women liv-5 in a rural area of the Netherlands, Brunekreef and coworkers 385) found that those exposed to ETS tended to have slightly ver mean values for all of the lung function variables measured, lese differences reached statistical significance for peak flow and 5F25-7e% in ^ne 40- to 60-year-olds. The numbers in each of eir groups were small. No information was given on possible ildhood exposures to cigarette smoke of the women studied.
Kentner and coworkers (1984), in a study of 1,351 white collar Dikers (941 men and 410 women) in northern Bavaria, and Com-Dck et al. (1981), a study that included 1,724 adults residents Washington County, Maryland, examined the potential effects ETS. In these studies, information was collected from subjects ing questionnaires and the subjects were then classified as never loked, exsmokers, and current smokers. The Kentner et al. study aluated home and workplace exposures, whereas the Comstock al. study evaluated only home exposures. In the Kentner et al. 984) study, an additional classification was made for other smok-s, representing those who were cigar and pipe smokers. These
FVC is the forced vital capacity.